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“program approval and budget development. ‘Currently most statewide boards

’ "

-

* BALANCING STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL PERSPECTIVES IN THE IHPLEMENTATION OF .
EFFECTIVE STATE-LEVEL ACADEMIC. PROGRAM REVIEW .

-

‘ . . N !

.State~level program revlew.of existing publlc university degree progxrams has
been implemented by the statewide board in most states. Typlcally, there has .
‘been_ considerable divergence of institutional and state perspectivé on prdgram
rev1ew issues. Also, the overall plcture of how program review fits 1nto and -
1mpacts upon institutional and state-level pollcy is not yet clear.

This analysis of the literature on program review‘was motivated-by a“con-
vergence of the author's academic and practitioner interests. The author's .
comprehensive literature search -on.state-level policy completed during parts .

of 1981 and 1982 resulted in a monograph, on statewide planning, budgeting and -

accountability approaches. The author noted that a sizable literature on
program review had developed rather rapldly. Trained primarily as.a political '
scientist, she was, therefore partlcularly interested in examinlng the patterns

of conflict und consensus in gtate and institutional perspectives on program

review issues and the nature of the resolution that developed out of the, give
and take between the parties. " This interest -is reinforced by her role as the
assistant academic officer of a multi~university system in a state which has
developed a shared approach to program rev1ew involving institutions, system
governlng boards, and a statewide coordlnatlng board. ’
‘This paper analyzes issues aboutr program review in the following categories:
purposes, process, schedule and timing, criteria, and decisions. This analysis
will lay special empha51s upon identifying both d1verqent perspectives and
compromises which have  been developed'or are developing in at least seme states.
Analysis will also be prov1ded of possible broadenind of state-level program
review.within the public sector, and the extension of that rev1ew to the private
sector. ' Finally, the more generic litera'tures on accountability approaches
and on rational decision-making will be .used "to identify some broader questlons
about the lmpact and 51gn1flcance of program review.

\
Some brief background about the organizational entities which oversee the
*process of stat:~level program review and about the rMature of program review’

* needs to be provided before a more detailed framework for analysis can be °

v

constructed. .- .

BACKGROUND

The statewide board has been the primary state-level authority involved in .
review of university programs as legislatures and governors and their. staffs
have turned their attantion in other directions. The terms "statewide beard",
"state board," and "state agency , are used generically to include any board
commission, department, council or other agency that has’ authority over all
public-universities in a state and whese functions minimally 1nclude plannlhg.
The three major areas in which most statew1de boards have some respon51bility
that is- either prescribed by law or developed as policy are: planning,

.
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o ‘are either consolidated governing bJards for all public univerSities-in a:-

state or coordinating boards which-have substantial regulatory authority.
Statewide govetning boards are vested with authority and .responsibility for
all deCiSions and resources of any given universitys A coordinating Board
performs a number of statewide functions but does not replace and assume
the duties of governinq boards ‘ (Millard '1976). .~ Lt ' -

* [
As used in this paper, program: review is an assessment of the need’for and/or
, effectiveness -of an existing.program. State-level program review denotes
a formal process carried out by a board with statewide responSibility. Such
state—level review is conducted in accord with established procedures and
may- ‘or may not ‘include an active institutional role (adapted from Folger
1977a). Accountability to state-level authority .for effective accomplishment
of the state's higher .education purposes+.is the broadly ‘construed purpose for
program review (Green 1981, Barak and,aqrdahi 1978).

L
LX)

Although in 1970 only a handful of states were involved in the review of

existing programs, 'by 1980 approximately 80% of statewide boards were involved
in review and/or recommendation with regard to the status of existing progrias.
Most of the involved boards also. have some formal authority to enforce program

discontinuance or are politically in a strong position to exert pressure on,
institutions toward that end (Barak 1982, pp. 52-3; Melchiori 1980, p. 170);1~
1
Certainly, ‘cdmpus : administrative officers increaSingly accept state-leVel
program review of existing programs as a fact of, life and-as a helpful tool’
in dealing with certain entrenched campus interests (Barak and Berdahl 1978).
Institutions continue, however, to gtrongly assert the need for pees - review
ir any qualitative judgments made in the gipgram review prpcess (Sloan Com-
mission 1980; Carnegie Foundation 1982). : *
. . ) b »

PURPOSES » .

b N v [§
Both univerdities and-statewide boards typicdlly see€ program review:ras an
extremely important‘ administrative functidn ®or the 1980's and 4990's. The
insights about programmatic strengths and weaknesses are crucial tc making
priority decisions at both thé campus and state levels for the maintenance
and imprzvement of higher education services during a period of financial
stringency. A very high priority is attached to further developing major
areas of strength, imprOVing programs “which are important to meeting local,
state, and national needs but which have yet to reach their,potentialf and
phasing out relatively low priority actiVity. These céncerns suggest con- .
. tinuing attention to linking program review ‘and budgeting; relating, program
review to scope and mission delineation, and prov1ding incentives to engage
in seneu?l and improvement activities (Folger 1980b) . . - .

. , ,
-Wallhaus describes a range of purposes and objectives fér program review and

classifies them along a continuum according to the extent to which they are,
related to state-level or lnstitutignal respomsibilities (Table 1 follows on
next page). The table helps identify areas of ovérlap and potential conflict.

-~

Wallhaus gives -the greatest attention to three areas of special state interest:

statewide educational policies and plans, statewide program mix, pnd educa~
tional and economic Justification. He concludes that the greatest potential
for conflict between institutions and statewide boards exists when the primary

“p
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,_‘Tm'dr- to be more closely tied
lodstate-level responsibilities

i

-4

Table 1. Purposes and ijcctiv'cz of Prc-:graur Review

Tends to be more closely tied
to mmmlwnv"spomllnlma

-

. . Ducrmm.mon of statewide educational® pohcu.s long-range plans, and

programmatic pnormcs (that is, support \kvclopmcm of statewide master
plans) ’

B. Elimination of unnccessary program duplication, or, comcrscly.

X

_identification of nceds for new programs

C. Determfination of educational and economic pnormcs in terms of:
' consistency with role and mission
nced for improvement or expansion and additional resources ncucssary o X
accomplish (linkage 1o budget decisions)
decisions to detrease or terrhinate (linkage to resource reallocation
decisions)

D. Determination of relationship to cstabhshcd stahdards of quality, or
preparation for-entry into. professions, and so on (linkage to accreditation,
‘continuation of 6perating authority or licensing adthority)

E. Improving communications with constituents; assuring information provided \ . X -
1o students and prospective students, parents, alumni, governmental
agencies, and others i§ consistent with actual practice

F. Determination of quality controls and policies’ (for examnple, admlssqpn
rolicy, gradugtion requirements) ~

G. Dctermination of curricular modifications, advisement procedures, ¢
institutional plans and priorities relative to instructional, research, ahd,
_service objectives

'H. Personnel and organizational decisions— faculty promotion and tenure, v
-cademic leadership, organizational structures, and philosophics . ~

-T

Source: Wallhaus 1982, ’ 77, | ‘N
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orientation of the state-level reviéw is the determlnatlon ofﬁeducatlonal and

economic justlflcatlon because of the considerable overlap of respon51bllity

for such determinati#n between the statew1de board, the campus and also sub- ’

un1ts w1th1n the campus (Wallhaus 1982) . «
. » . . .

The best potential for the minimization of conflict would seem to lie in-a

sorting out which involves each administrative level concentratlng on review

foci whlch .can most dlstlnctlvely be developed at that level. Groves identi- - * -

fies the way in which that sortlng out has Lended to move in Illinois, a -

state whose higher education structure is based on mul ti-campus governlné

boards and a statewide coordinating board and where the level of confllct

over state-level program revieéw has been relatively low. Campus level reviews

are carried out for the purpose of maintaining the quality and currency of:

programs and facilitating the develgpment of new programfalternatlves within

the limits of the university's existing resource base. - Although the foci

of the program reviews undertaken by the govexning poards and the statewide.”

coordinating board are less pre01se1y defined, there is a trend toward the

governing board exercising. primary respon51b111ty im a control sense~-looking

at th¥ desirability of deleting or significantiy modifying‘programs in order

to facilitate the strengthening of other progrems or .the development of

requested new programs. Groves_sees the statew1de céprdlnatlng board. in . .'°

Illinois, while by no means renouncing an interest in the edonomic and -

educational justification of programs, putting a, prlmary emphasis on the ' -

broader statewide®planning issues and the efficient utlllzatlon oi‘hlgher

educatlon s total, resources (19729) . . . .

. v N

%
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There is certainly no bonsensus even among the various statewide boards as s

to how much emphasis should be placed in statewide review onridentifying )

1ow priority programs for recommended elimihration. Mingle belleves that

statewide board recommendat;ons ‘for Program elimination ahould be used

sparingly ecven in condatlons of retrenchment, with the board continuing to

concentrate on the most Jobvious examples of duplication, low product1v1ty, \

and incongruence with university .scope and mission. In Mingle's judgment, .

the state board should concentrate on providing the right polltlcal environ-

ment“and 1ncent1ves for campuses to do their own review a1med_at realloca-

tion and retrenchment. He recommends this because Bg,bqileves state

mandated program dlscontlnuanéh&ms not going to produce substantial costs

savings and because 1nst1tut10ns are in the best49051t10n to identify spe01flc

programs and personnel to be cut. . Institutions must be cautioned, howe

that if they do not do their own careful evaluation and priority settin

legislative and gubernatorlal intgrvention through budget bills is }1ke1y

(Mingle 1981). . .

' ¢ Ao LI

PROCESS ) . <
PR . . o

’

Institutional concerns about the nature of the rev1ey process vary, of course, .
according to ‘the nature of the state-level review process which is’ employed ~

in a partlcular state. Barak offers a categorizition of state-level’ processes

which provides a useful framework for analysis. ‘Firgt, statewide boards can !
share respon51b111t1es“for review w1th public unlvér51ty campuses (and some-~

times multl-campus system offices). ‘Second, therstatewide board may assume

major respon51b111ty for reviewing existi¥ng academlc programs either through ..
the uge of a consultant-based approgch ‘or almost exclusgvely through the use,
of agency staff (Barak 1982). . . . .-




Shared Responsibilities. In a shared responsibilities arrangement, the - )
institution is largely responsible for the rev1ew..,A statewide. board might

adopt this approach either for lack of authorlty for a different approach

or because it believed that .campuses were in the best position to make their

own tough decisions (Barak 2982). The campus 1eve1 reviews may then be ‘
rev:Lewed by an J.nterJ.nstJ.tutJ.onal con'mittee, or, in summary, by the staff - ’ ‘,,}‘
of the statewid®e board. In Wisconsin, the’ statew1de system administration = e :
limits its role to monitorihg institutional reviéws to assure their quality

(Smith~1980) . < . . L “~

A8

- )

.o .As a complement to.institutional review of programs, the state agency may . f
provide specral or lateral review of disciplines or c1usters of disciplines . o
across all institutions.: The emphasis in these reviews will typically be

-~ statewide policies and plans as well as programmatic,hix rather than the .
retention or elimination of partlcular institutional programs. o .
In a process where the campus is largely respon51b1e far the revieW, the -
campus bears a particularly strong responsibility for assuring the external'

'credlblllty of its review process. .In order to asgure such credibility, : -
./- care must be taken to build in the chedks and balances necessary to assure
that both necessary expertise and-lack'of self-interest are brought to bear.
(Wwallhaus 1982). In the Wisconsin approach mentioned above, the system
administration does find it necessary to intervene in some instarices where .
" particularly narrow self-interests have come into play (Smith 1980). '

\ In states where the structure of hlgher education includes bhaoth multi-campus
unlver51ty systems and a statewide coordlnatlng board, responsibilities for
program review may ‘be shared three ways. It is important that the system
office and the state agency office have workeble arrangement for inte= -

sgrating the1r analysis in program revrzw and related areas in order to ‘
géheralby reinforce other adm1n1$trat1ve understandings, maximize exterqal ’
credlblllty, and minimize campus’administrative workloads (Groves 1979;

'\) Bowen and Glenny 1981; Barak 1982). (An apparently workable pattern which

emerged in Illinois during the 1atq'1970's is described under PURPOSES_above.)
. ' ' .

The degree and meaningfulness of institutional'ihvolvement in any review 7, .
process (whether involving shared responsibilities or liging primarily agency
. directed) is a ctitical factor in the credibility of the process (Barak and .
Berdahl 1978). Wilson. categorlzes the ways that states include 1nst1tut16ns
Y as reactlve, advisory, or formative. The three strategles are seengas :
points along an access to decision-making contlnuum with reactive strategles
at one end and formative strategies at the other (Wllson‘1980). Barak adds N
* . that, from an 1nst1tutlona1 perspectlve,.formatlve participation is especially ‘.
‘attractive because it theoretlcally allows an opportunity for involvement in
all of the review stages. As with other aspects of the review process, the
+ specific role will be determined by .2 number of factors including historical
patterns, s{ﬁ!utory authority,’ politics, and personalities (Barak 1982). . .

consultant-Based. Some state higher education agéncies, including those in
Louisiana and 'New York, have found consultant review attractive because

such review is percelved as the.most objective approach given the deep

.~ reliance in the academic community upon peetr evaluation for gqualitative judg-
ments. Such a process ordinarily begins with institutional self-studies of




’/tbe programs to be reviewed which. prov1de 1nformatlon on aspects such as
- .  curriculumj faculty, library, and other supportlng resources. Outside peer
) consultants are then selected to provide qualitatlve evaluations based on :
E the self-studies and site visits. These evaluatlons may or may not be . ‘ -
' made public and statewide:board staff may of may not feel bound by these . A
, evaluations in making their own-recommendations. Tt should be noted that . o
o an initial balancing of dte and institutional interests must be accom- .. |
plished in the commiSsioning of the consultant(s) so the consultant is ”» . |
viewed as neither being the "hired gun" of the statg, agency nor providing -’ an T : ,‘
"inside-job" for the program faculty. Understandings can, however, usually |
* be- -worked out which inPolve one Rarty, usually the statewide board; com-
“m1551on1ng the consultant with the advice and consent of the other party

(Wallhaus 1982)

»

Difficulties may arise from the use of facul?y who have outstanding national -
reputatiops (and who are normally chosen from outside the state to avoid
conflicts of interest) as. canpltants for statewide program review. In the .
most fundamental terms, "a review process undertaken to assure accéuntability
to the state may end up assuring accountability primarily to national peers
and the discipline (Mingle 1978). Mipgle and Barak and Berdahl note a number
of dlfflcultzes, from both the institutional and state perspectives, which

«"may arise out of the accountability that’ consultants perceive they hawve to
the dlsclpllne as represented by the most outstanalng doctoral programs and
faculty within the discipline. Such consultants generally lack a close
.knowledge of interinstitutional relationships and the general statewide con-
text. .Due to their focus on narrowly defined traditional measures, they will |
‘find it difficult to assess graduate programs which provide access to pdtt- |
time clientelese¢and which are not heavif} research-oriented. In review of L .
doctoral programs, regional campuses may feel that consultants are blased ) |
against them and that consultants do not believe that quality education can. |
be conducted at institutions which do not have long histories of doctoral
education and which may at one time had the status of teachers colleges

(Barak and Berdahl 1978; Mingle 1978).

A . . . hd . N
On the whole, great care must be given to the choice of wonsultants. Barak

”‘“-~\provides sound advice for their selection and involvement in the process .
(1982). GiVven the pattern of difficulties outlined above, it is particularly
impoxtant that a.) consultants be chosen with specific circumstances and

" needs in mind, b.) consultants be provided full information about institu-
tional relationships and the general statewide context, and c.) that state
agency staffs retain the option to make their own re&ommendations which may
disagreé with those of the consultants.

Agency "Staff Review. A few states conduct review pl;cing responsibility
almost entirely with the’state board staff instead of consultants. States
using this approach typically rely heavily on data from the state agency
information system as well as information which the campus is asked to
genetate specifically for the Yeview. On the basis of a survey of program
review and discontinuation procedures nationwide, Melchiori concluded that a
process which is conducted entirely by statewide agency staff is unlikely to
be accepted or successful because of problems of institutional resentment

: ~ which tend to grow rather than to dimifish and negative publicity which seems

=+ "Tto impact all agency operations (1980). Additional analysis relating to

RN \
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institutional discomfort with the heavily quantltatlve analysis frequently.
employed as a part of this approach is prov1ded under CRITERIA below.

.

L]

SCHEDULE AND TIMING

» ¢ ) a

Wallhaus identifieé five alternatives which the statewide ‘boaxd can us to

schedule proygram reviews, each of which has different advantages and dl&-’
advantages from the university and state-level perspectives. Table 2 on
the next page shows .advantages and disadvantages of scheduling on the
follow1nq bases: . cyclical, other external requirements, key indicators,
crisis, and éélicy or planning rationale. Some-states -have employed combi-
nations of these alternatives in order to meet a variety of needs. (Wallhaus

- 1982). -

5
~
-

Considerable friction. over scheduling can arise in a process which involves
responsibjilities shared by institutions and the statewide” board. Although

_the institutions are in a position to schedule their individual program LY

reviews and will ordinarily do so on a cyclical basis which is also meshed
with various specialized accreditation.calendars, the statewide board is
still free to conduct its own statewide lateral reviews based on a policy

\g;_/9r planning rationale. The statewide lateral review may be disruptive of

the 1nst1tutlona1 schedule unless the statewide board stipulates that the
campus can provide analysis based on the mos$t recent cyclical review. In
any. case, intensive and time-consuming statewide lateral reviews will inevi-
tably draw campus attentions and energies away from the cyclical reviews.

CRITERIA ).‘ o

A great deal of the research on review of existing programs has focused on
criteria agairist which existing programs are to be reviewed. ' Particularly
notable surveys of criteria are Barak and Berdahl (1978) and Melchiori (1980) .
Green (1981) proxides an especially interesting analysis of patterns in the
various states.

-

Most states have applied a number of criteria in the review of existing
programs rather than a few. A task force of the Education CommisSion of the
States suggested 10 criteria related to need, quality, and productivity

which should be taken into account in statewide program review, especially
when retention or elimination was at issue (1973). A survey reported by

Barak and Berdahl indicates that each of these is used by some states although
no one state uses all. The most frequently used, in order, are number of .
graduates, students enrolled, student interest and demand, appropriateness

to role and mission, program quality, and size of classes and costs of

courses (Barak and Berdahl 1978). Based on ‘his analysis of the criteria used
for program review in those states where that activity has béen most'visibtle,
Green concludes that state-level review processes have been more sensit{ve .
than have those of other -internal university bodies or exXternal bodies to
using multi-dimensional measures of program quality (1981). i
Due to both institutional -sensitivities and methaéological difficulties,
consensus is lacking as to how the statewide board should handle the quali-
tative factors involved 'in program rgview. A number of state boards deal®

with the problem by explicitly stating that state-level reviews will not

1 4




Table 2. Alternatives for Scheduling Program Reviews

" Advantages

Disadvantages

. All programs reviewed on a cyclical basis -
(for example, once every five years)

Assurcs all programs are periodically
examincd .

Easier to organize and manage; allows
units to systematically prepart for
reviews; .

Smooths workload at campus and state
levels ’

-

Potential for redundant dr wasted cffort
L(that is, the process is carriedsout
whether'it is warranted or not)

. Schedules meshed with externa
requirements (for example, accreditation
reviews)

Eliminates scdundancy, which is
inevitable if this is not done

Internal purposcs may be driven by
external requircmients and hence not
realized to {ullest possible extent

. Selection based on key indicators (for
example, enrollment or resource trends)

Serves to focus review cfforts in arcas
where program modifications may be
necessary

4

Raises concerns relative to the,unrcliability
. of the indicators, which may not be
sufficiendly sensitive or applicable 1o?

, avoid triggering “unwarranted” reviews
Does not ensure ﬁnl all programs will be
examined even over long periods of

time ,
Usually carries Regative connotaflons;
indicators point to problems

. Crisis sclection (for example, reviews based
on student complaints or concerns raised

- by state agency or other institutions
relative to unnecessary program
duplication)

Focus of program review is on problem
arcas and needed modifications

AN

‘Reviews driven largely by negative

factors, most of which may be external
to prograf

Crisis management, the problem may be *

too large to address positively if
uncovered too late

. Selection bused on policy or planning
rationale related (o certain categories of
programs (by instructional level or by
discipline, for example)

-

T

Facilitates comparative analyses,
particularly from a state perspective

Serves to more clearly delineate putposes
of review

Driven jargely by needs external to
institutions (purpose more closely
’ ;&igne’d with state-level interest—sce

able 1). Institutional purposes may be

" submerged or institutional scheduling

Source:

Wallhaus 1982, p. Bl.

disrupted

~
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directly focus on quality apd.that qualitative review is the respon51b111fy-
of the institution (Barak A&nd Berdahl 1978). Other\states rely heavily on
the use of outbide consultants, a practlce whose advantages and drawbacks °. -
have been discussed above.r Hines dlfferentlates between two tf¥pes of

program quality in order to suggest complementary program sreview roles for -

" institutions and the State agency. The institution and its faculty should - ‘:

make judgments about the intrinsic value (merlt) of; 3 program, while .the
state agency assesses the worth of the program in relation to exlsting and ~
antlclpated statewide circumstances (Hlnes 1981).
-8
GeneralIy, statewide boards are reluctant to use primarily -quantitative
measures of quality“but board staffs in %’ few states are convinced that
quantity and quallty are closely related. The State of washirgton, in
particular, has used a number of quantitative measures of program quality
in the program review process and has made 2 major effort to 111ustrqte how
much of the quality of programs can be demonstrated quantitatively. A number
of indicators of quality which can be quantitatively assessed are identified
‘and examples given of how institutions and national professional associations
use similar approaches to assign qualltatlve rankings (Chance 1980; Engdahl
and Barak 1980). . . !
L o ' -~
Institutions will not in most instances have to deal with state boards which
apply qualitative criteria with unwarranted stringency. In this regard,
' Green suggesgé that the states will avoid getting too much into qualitative
. aspects because finding. too many deficiencies might suggest a qualitative
1mprovement initiative with attendant 1mp11Cdt10ns for additional funding or
for, reduced access. In most instances, he suggests, states will allow
. » institutions to review qualitative aspects and to seek whatever qualitative
improvement is possible within the limits of existing institutional resources
(Green 1981) .
There are continuing dlsagreements between statewide boards and 1nst1tutions
about the extent to which labor market demand, and projections should be a
major factor in the review of existing programs. Although state agency per~
sonnel tend to place considerably more -emphasis on job market factors than do
institutions, the level of conflict has been limited in twq,u‘}s. First, as“
rnoted by Mingle, state agency personnel have ganerally recognized the impor-
tance of other outcomes of education and broader definitions of need. - The
. states therefore have ordinarily not attempted to apply labor market criterza
to review of existing programs in the arts and sciences (Mingle 1978).
Second, for those professional programs where there should be a closer corres-
. pondence between a partitular degree and certain occupational roles, many
states ‘have focused more on how well graduates have been.prepared for labor
market roles rather than.whetheg there is an "oversupply" oz "shortage" of
graduates. This focus is not dissimilar to campus~-level review perspectives.
A Y -

- . . .

DECISIONS ‘ ..

- . -
- -

-

+  State-level recommendatlons made as a "result of program rev1ew may inplude'
contlnuatlon, modlflcatlon, merger, or discontinuation. Variations and
further fine-tuning of the recommendations can be done to best ‘adapt 4o,
institufional circumstan¢es (Melchiori 1980). Unfortuna&fly, information on

. — %
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the range of state-~level recommepgations ig: limited due to the almost total
emphasis in the literature on the relationship between program rev1ew and
program dlscontlnuance.. . -
. s I .

In order®to asSess the 51gnificanCe of state-initiated program discontinua-
.tions for campuses, one rieeds to have some measure of the nature of the -

. programs which have been eliminated. Melchiori provided a useful framework
for that examlnatlon by identifying. four levels of program termination:

T (1) the ellmlndtlon of "paper ‘programs" which involve few students and few, _
if any, faculty on a full-time basis, (2) the elimination of programs with |
no adverse consequences for students or tenured faculty, (3) the elimination
of programs with serious consequences for tenured faculty and students, and
~(4) the elimination of entire undts, departments, or colleges (1980).

.The mix of programs terminated as a result of state-level program review

_ tends to, chanye in most states as program review processes have beccme more

" established and financial stringencies have become more pronounced. In one’
study, Barak concluded that most terminations to the date of the survey fit
in the first of Melchiori's categories. He noted that was about what you
would expect for the-first rounds of program review when the state board is
~ proceeding with extreme caution, fparticularly strong respect for institutional
independence, and desire-to avoid challenges to its program review role
(Barak 1981). After a subsequent survey, Barak reported a shift from Level.
One to Level Twe actions, with 61% of the terminations at Level Two but
“only 8% at Level Three and 1% at Level Four (1982).

Although statewide boards have -sometimes identified program review as a use-
,ful tool in retrenchment in pﬁbitc.lnstltutlons, state mandated program
discontinuance, did not frequently 1n‘the\m&§ and late 1970's, result in
cost savings (Skubal 1979; Mingle 1981; Barak ). It cannot be assumed,
moreover, that recent shifts in the character and magnitude of

programs terminated will necessarily mean that there will oe~1nst1tut10na1’
cost savings. Substantial cost savings can result only from remov1ng the
faculty and staff involved in the terminated program from the university
payroll. If the faculty connected with tha program are tenured, most -
institutions have tended to continue finstitutional commitment by offering a’
faculty role in other programs. In any case, cost  savings will not be ~
immediate as institutions will usualf@ follow the norm of providing a year's
notice (or salary in lieu thereof) unless the discontinuation is concurrent
with the declaration of a financial exdgency. '

Given this wattern of institutional cost savings,‘Callan‘advises that state
boards be careful not to build unreasonable expectations about the nature of
results from the program review process. Boards should sell program review
to the ]zgislature and state budget offices as a way to assure ¥itality and
responsxveness and to help 1nst1tutlons in living with less money through
internal tradeoffs, not as a way to refund money to the state treasury
,(Callan 1980). : R
Melchiori suggests that implementation of a program discontinuance support
system will increase the prospects for positive impacts of program termina=-
tions from both a state and institutional perspective. This approach requires
the identification of incentives for, obstacles to, coping mechanisms for,

~
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and rewards for more institutionally initiated discontinuations and for the
best coogerution with state recommendations (Melchiori 1980, 1981, and 1982).

In order to increase their ability to provide a program discontinuance support
system, state boards need to monitor more closely possible negative impacts
of terminating programs (Melchiori 1980 and 1981). The major difficulties
in gaining information about impacts are: limited and restrlcted communlca—
tions resulting from institutional and political sen51t1v1t1es, the discon-
tinuation outcome is not emphasized by the state agency to ease relations -
with the campuses; neither the state agency nor the institution want to
become invoived in fine-tuning; the state agency desires private communica-
tions with both campuses and state political branches in order to allow
varied emphases (Melchiori 1982). Melchiori identifies a number of areas

of impact of terminations that state agencies need to know more about before
they can develop adequate support systems. Amofig the areas she identifies
are: enrollment in related programs at the institution and neighboring
institutions, impact on state human resource needs, pre and post-dis Pntinua-
tion budgets in related areas, faculty turnover patterns, and facult research
productivity. Assessments in these areas can take place in a small-scale
incremental fashion (Melchiori 1980).

i
which have a positive effect on the change process. Among the statefapproaches
she identifies are: cultivate a reduction ideology, provide reducti
and incentives, avoid confrontations and alienating major power blog
provide money for faculty retraining both to ease the impaet-of program
closure and to help in the reformulation of some decllnlng programs (Melchiori
1981). : !

Recent statements Wthh point in the direction of the emergence of a .
reduction ideology in higher education more generally emphasize strong assertions
that higher education's main priority must be protecting guality and that
requires prioritizing rather than across-the-board cuts. One visible
reflection of the development of such an ideology is the statement in December
1982 by the National Commission on Higher Education issues that identifies
across-the—board cuts as posing the single greatest threat tq. higher educa-
tion durlng the next ten years.

Perhaps the strongest incentive that universities have te initiate program
discontinuances J% to act expeditiously on state-level recommendations is.

the credibility and accountability which is thereby demonstrated. As
prev1ouslx noted, Mingle's argument for reliance upon institutions to make
the primary discontinuance initiatives also includes the judgment that legis-

“latures will act to eliminate programs through riders on budget bills if

universitids themselves do not take the bull by the horns (Mingle 1981).
Statewide bpards typically look upon review of existing programs as an
excellent mechanlsm to both demonstrate accountability to the legislature
and help campus leaders to deflect some of the "heat" for difficult but
warranted decisions (€allan and Jonsen 1980).

Statewide boards have encountered difficulties in developing financial incen=-
tives for institutions to concentrate resources in high priority areas while
eliminating low priority activity. Very little funding is distributed in
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14

\0




5 . \ . .
. ' ,,' _‘,’./' . . .
most states outside the state formula or outside a /incrémentalnbudgeting ’
approach. Although some states. target monies spegifically for sinnovative
activities (through project grants) or for qual@tative improvement, only
Oklahoma has an approachiwbich orovides someh9lear incentives ‘for deleting“
old programs in favor of new ones. The Okla oma” Board of Regents ties
program planning and fiscal budgeting together 'in such a way that no new -
program. is- approved without money first Yeing earmarked in the budget for
its implementation. No new program ég‘ initiated until existing programs

*

" have bgen funded at the one hundred percent level (Barak 1982).

BROADENING IN PUBLIC SECTOR . . . L

v -
-

The remaining’ issues about the scope and focus of state-level program review
for public universities relate to a) specification of the instructional
program to be reviewed (degree program or department?), b) the addition of
researth and public service centers, and c) the addition of non-academic
activities. Each of these areas raises some specific probiems from an

Institutional perspective. - B

-Instructional Program. Wallhaus notes that state boards prefer to focus. program

EXTENSION TO THE PRIVATE SECTOR . :

review on degree programs because state authority is-usually defined in terms .
of degree programs and because societal concerns and occupational oppor}uni— '

ties are most closely aligned with degree programs. -By contrast, many public

universities feel that, imstitutional objectives related to program review

‘are best met by a discipline or organizational'unit'perspective'which rec-

-ognizes the difficulties of separating program characteristics by degree ’ : v
- program and which reinforces the university's authority ,structure.s The usual

compromise between state and institutional perspectiygs is to review con~ .

curxently all programs within a given discipline while recognizing that - . 4

not all characteristics will be broken out fully at every degree level

(Wallhaus 1982). - ’ ,

Research and Public Service Centers. It is difficult to develop a shared -
institutional and state approach to the review of research and public service
activity because very different issues are raised at.the two levels. ’ Most
state-level studies relate to research and public sarvice have therefore

not built on institutional levels of research but rather have been viewed, .
as an effort to address a'particular.s%atéhlevel policy issue (Wallhaus 1982).

- »~

Non-Académic Areas. The same accountability concerns that lead states to . ,‘
undertake the review of existing degree programs and other programmatic

activity may lead to additional focused review activity in non-academic .

areas as well because substantial portions of the budget are allocated to |
these areas. However, the key issues for administrative and support functions . |
center on, operational efficiencies and it is very difficult to identify an o

appropriate state-level role in this context (Wallhaus 1982). | - -~ . |
*

. N - .
Although private universities participate on a voluntary basis in state-level
review conducted by a sé‘ﬁewi@e coordinating board in only a few states, _
coordinating boards are creasingly likely to seeK private university involve- ‘JJ
ment in program review in order that private universities also demonstrate '
alt .

’
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- Jonsen notes that little consensus exists at this _
~accountability for the private sector and the extenl and means of participa-

. their accountability to the state. This increased demand for effective .

performance will arise out of both the public function served by the non-
public sector and its increased governniental support both dlrect and indirect
(Jonsen 1980). ‘. B ) . : , '
State-level review of exi%ting programs of private uniyersities is consistent
with the emphasis that a number of states have placed j fully integrating
consideration of both the public and private‘sectprs in meeting the total
higher éducation heeds of the state. The credibility of any state~level

reView processes that impact upon both the public and private sector is

dependent upon the establishment of procedures that provide reciprocal oppor-

tunities to participate and reciprocal obligations to be bound by the results
(wilson &nd Miller 1980). " Statewide coordinating boards are in a better
position than statewide governing boards to undertake plannlng and ‘pfogram
review which includes the prlvate sector because they are less 11kely to be
regarded as too closely allgned with publlc university interests (Barak and
Berdahl 1978 Wilson 1980). X : "

ime as to the meaning of

tien of the private sector in state-level planning-a program review.
Understandings will need to be worked out in a manner at is sensitive to and-
balances the needs of bgth the states and private institutions (Jonsen’ 1980).
Some current prlvate sector attitudes suggest that such an accommodation may

be a number of years in the future. For example, the executlve officers of

associations of private institutions in many states continue to prefer non-
involvement in state plannlng activity ‘as the best strategy due to doubts
about effectiveness and Judgments that their real opportunities for Inﬁluence

‘lie with the governor and the leglslatﬁiifioa‘ii‘and’Thelln 1981).

IMPACT" ﬂﬂD SIGNIFICANCE OF STATE- LEVﬁt PROGRAM REVIEW

The impact and significance of the process of program review by the statewide
board are related to the nature of the accommodation between program review
and specialized accreditation, to the pattern of yse of program review
insights in other state-level decision-making processes, to the expectations
of other state-level authorltles, and to the nature of institutional leader-
ship exerc1sed.

Accommodation between Program Review and Specialized Accreditation. The impact
of program review will depend upon the relative emphasis which institutions

and state-’evelboardsplace upon program review versus specialized accredi-
tation as a means of assurlng programmatlc v1ta11ty and strength. Shared
procizfes of program review place emphasis on leadership of the institutional

vicetpresident for academic affairs (provost) and reinforce his/her attempts
to eifectively integrate the ‘programmatic activities of the university. By
contrast, specialized accreditation places emphasis upon e leadership of
the dean or department chair and encourages colleges/departments to take the
specialized accrediting body as the primary reference point with the university
viewed as little more than a loose confederation. ':k?'

Ty AN
Putting program review on a strong footing in large universities which include
a number of professional programs will necessitate some dimunition of the role
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that specialized accreditation has played in the 1ife of these universities.
There are now indications that universities and state-level boards will
more fully articulate their discomforts with the 1ncrea51ng specificatijon
by these accrediting bodies of curriculum and resource requiréments and

are ready to take concerted action to win acceptance on limits for, that
role. One reflection of this discomfort is the recent Carnegie Foundation
report which identifies the dangers that specialized accreditation poses
for the internal political life of the university and basic institutional

‘prerogatives (1982). The Foundation has also ertdorsed the concept of reg10nal

accrediting bodies performing a coordinative role relative to the work of *
the specialized bodies in order to promote a greater institution-wide ‘
perspective underlying the act1v1t1es of the specialized act¢rediting ‘bodies.
("Excerpt from Carnegie Fund's Report on Academlc Governance" 1982; Kells
1980). : '

Pattern of Use of Insights Derived. A significant portion of the impact of
program review .upon higher educatlon institutions and statewide boards |
will depend upon the extent to which insights .on programmatic strength and
weakne'ss which result from program review can be factored into budgetary
decisions. Considerable progress has been noted in making use (1nformally
and, to some extent, formally) of insights derived from " program review in,
the budgetary process at the campus level (Barak 1982). It is .unlikely that
links between program review and budgetiny will be formalized at the state-
level because of difficulties of both a congeptual and political character
which have been noted in earlier attempts to formally link.- planning and
budgeting processes. Analyses of these earlier efforts include Education
Commission of the States (1980) and Floyd (1982).

It may well be that the connection between program_re&iew-and budgeting needs
to be similar to that between planning and budgeting. 1In the latter case,

.Purves and Glenny suggest that connection needs to be less "formal and routine”

but still con501ous and deliberate” so that the routines of the budgetary
process will ‘not drive out the more complex and deliberative character of
programmatically oriented processes (Purves and Glenny, 1976, p. 171).
Features of program review which make it difficult to factor some of ‘the
results »f program review into the budgetary process are: review on.multi-
year ,cycle rather than all 51mu1taneously, number and complexity of varlables
utilized, and lack of bottom-line orientation. -

Expectations of Other State~Level Authorities. The gmphasis that state boards
place on review of existing programs will also depend on the extent to which
statéwide boards perceive state political leaders as well dlsposed to accept
statewide program review as a major element 4n unlverélty demonstration of
accountability to state government.

Program review is one of a variety of accountability approaches which have
been developed for assessing the results and effectiveness of higher education
operations. Accountability approaches have been categorized by Floyd on*the
basis:of the focus of the approach--degree program, institution-wide activi-

ties and statewide board functions. Although the statewide board is the
primary state-leve¥ authority involved in the review of degree programs,
legislative and/or gubernatorial staffs are more frequently involved in
approaches which focus at one or both of the other two levels. Approaches

L




whlch focus on the broader 1nst1tutlonal level include performance budgets,- ' s
performance audits, condition of education reports, and stateprocesses A

linked to regional.accreditation. Review focusing on the statewide board

involves examination of the extent to which the board facilitated the

operations and goal attainment of the whole set of institutions to which

the board's authority extends. Floyd concluded JLthat, as of 1982, program

review was the most widely accepted and successful state-level account-

ab111ty approach (Floyd 1982).

The further development and refinement of program review and other account-=
ability approaches will, however, be handicapped by the absence of a stable
set of expectations between state government and higher education institu-
tions. In this regard, Folger notes that policy approaches change in some
states with each new gubernatorial administration and that in a fecw states
the- structure and powers of the statewide board are also frequently altereqd.
Folger goes on to identify a variety of programmatically related concerns

of political leaders which do not relate to specific degree programs.
Statewide boards’ wilM need to carefully consider, in close'consultation with
institutions, whether they want to incorporate -additional aspects into
program review or would prefer to develop themselves or see other state-
level authorities develop addltlonal review processes (Folger 1980a and
19B0b) . > . ‘ ’
O ortunities for Institutional Initiative. A p051tfve 1nst1tutlonal stance
increases the probability of campus influence on the specifics of program
review and other accountability measures and ‘of winning staté-level under-
standing of their limitations. Folger (l977b) and Millard (1977) advise
institutions who are critical of review criteria proposed by state-level
authorities to 'suggest refinements or possible alternatives to minimize the
likelihood of less helpful answers being provided by others. Adamany warns
.institutions that they should work to develop better measures to assess the
yuality and effectiveness of their activities rather than assert that
appropriate rieasures do-not exist. Such assertions are not gredible when
they come from institutions which cast themselves as social critics and
whose faculties are heav1ly involved in developing evaluation methods for
other kinds of o:ziE}zatlons (Adamany 1979)..

e, ¥
' Once universities have responded to state-level accountability demands .in a
p051t1ve fashion, Hines and Wiles suggest that unlver51t1es have an ipportant
opportunlty to negate the illusion that accountability cdan or should-be
complete. . Exhaustive knowledge of extremely complex and constantly changing
phenomena is simply not possible. Universities must therefore work hard
"to legitimate the necessary fuzziness of their organizational life" (Hines
and Wlles 1980, p. 306).

.
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